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ATTORNEY AT LAW 
918 F STREET. N.W., ROOM 509 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004 



Telephone (202) 393-1921 



January 30, 1995 



Mr. Jeremy Gunn 
Deputy Director 

Assassination Records Review Board 
600 E Street, N.W. 

Room 208 

Washington, D.C. 20004 

Re: Radio Reports. Tn<-.. 

Dear Jeremy: 

During £ Ur ^ unch . a few weeks back, I mentioned to you that the 
^ £ a ? purchased copies of transcripts of Harold Weisberg's radio 
and television appearances from an outfit called Radio-TV Reports 
Inc. This was done through the CIA's Public Affairs Staff op- 
? f P R°’ Box 1282 / in the Main Post Office here in D.C^ 

^ SW docu ® e . nts whlch reflect this relationship and some 

°f the appearances which were monitored. 

Although Mr. Weisberg submitted FOIA requests for all records 

SSTrS-" 9 ™ 1 ? ba< ^ in 19 . 70s ' - 1 believe CIA never produced 
any Radio TV Reports transcripts in response. 

FensteS lY TTr reV - eWed a CIA relea ® e made to Bernard ("Bernie") 
pertaining to his (^-™^^S d# f j r r . re S2; 

° f BUd ' S ^-ranees furnish^by 

I think that all such transcripts purchased by the CIA should 
considered JFK assassination records under the JFK Act. I would 
in Cl M de transcri P ts . not °nly of Warren Commission critics, but of 
SpScteJrTs wS. 1 . 33100 sup P° rters ' such as David Belin and Arlen 

Among the questions raised by the CIA's interest in Warren 
Commission critics are these: 

scripts? What WaS the purpose for which the CIA sought these tran- 

(2) Which CIA officials or components had access to, or re- 
ceived copies of, these records? 
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(3) Were the transcripts accessible to other agencies? 

(4) How long did the CIA continue this practice? 



(5) To what uses did the CIA put these transcripts? 
play any role in the CIA's campaign to call on its 
counter Warren Commission critics? 



Did they 
assets to 



(6) How much taxpayer money was spent on such transcripts? 

(7) Was the CIA's interest in the public appearances of Warren 
Commission critics unique, or did it extend to other subjects? 

(8) Did the CIA exceed the limitations placed on it by its 

charter or other relevant laws? y 



These records obviously are of some historical importance be- 
cause they document both the public activities of the critics and 
th f l r^ eres ^ ; ° f the CIA in wa Y s that would be difficult to repli- 
2^f-, thr< ? U 2 h . anY other source (unless, of course, Radio-TV Reports 
still maintains such transcripts) . P 

. . In Rawing attention to these records, I do not mean to sliaht 

what may be a more important cache of records relating to the CIA's 
efforts to counter the critics by calling on its "assets." It hal 
long been known that the CIA directed its officer to "employ propa- 
ganda assets" to counter the critics, but the extent, fora aSd 

knnJn Ct in. h f s £ c1 ^ a campaign is, to the best of my knowledge, not 
' a . lth ° 1 i gh xt ^ Possible that some light has been shed on 
recent CIA releases of JFK assassination records of 
, a V et ^ , unaware * ( For y° ur information, I attach a copy of 
Sj™ « ' 1967 dl ?P atch to "Chiefs, Certain Stations and 

Bases, which lays out a line of attack on the critics.) in any 

^ an a £® a which I think the Review Board must thoroughly 
explore. The public is entitled to know the extent to which an 
agency whose charter forbids involvement in domestic activiites 
embroiled itself in seeking to counter, silence or discredit the 
views of citizens on a matter of paramount domestic political 
importance. It is essential that the public be provided with the 
complete details as to which officials and assets were involved in 
this campaign, and what precisely they did. 




cc: David Marwell 

Sheryl Walter 
Harold Weisberg 
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1. Our Concern . From the day of President Kennedy's assassination on, , __ 
;here has been speculation about the responsibility for his murder. Although 
;his was stemmed for a time by the Warren Commission report (which appeared at 
:he end of September 196U), various writers have now had time to scan the 
Commission ' s published report and documents for new pretexts for questioning, 
and there has been a new wave of books and articles criticizing the Commission's 
findings. In most cases, the critics have speculated as to the existence of some 
tied of conspiracy, and often they have implied that the Commission itself was 
involved. Presumably as a result of the increasing challenge to the Warren 
Commission's Report, a public opinion poll recently indicated that h6% of the 
Paaerican public did not think that Oswald acted alone, while more than half of 
those polled thought that the Commission had left some questions unresolved. 
Doubtless polls abroad would show similar, or possibly more adverse, results. 

2. -This trend of opinion is a matter of concern to the U.S. government, 
including our organization. The members of the Warren Commission were naturally 
chosen for their integrity, experience, and prominence. They represented both 
major parties, and they and their staff were deliberately drawn from all sections 
of the country. Just because of the standing of the Commissioners, efforts to 
irnnugn their rectitude and wisdom tend to cast doubt on the whole leadership of 
American society. Moreover , there seems to be an increasing tendency to cux 
that President Johnson himself, as the one person who might he said to have 
benefited, was in some way responsible for the assassination. Innuendo of 

such seriousness affects not only the individual concerned, hut also the whole 
renutation of the American government. Our organization itself is directly 
involved: among other facts, we contributed information to the investigation. 

Conspiracy theories have frequently thrown suspicion on our organization, for 
examule by falsely alleging that Lee Earvey Oswald worked for us. The aim of 
this disoatch is to provide material for countering and discrediting the cl aim s 
of the conspiracy theorists, so as to inhibit the circulation of such claims in 
other countries. Background information is supplied in a classified section and 
in a number of unclassified attachments. 

3. Action . We do not recommend that discussion of the assassination aues- 
tioh he initiated where it is not already taking place. Where .discussion is 

n y l rmpw°'- ond-r^s ees are requested: 
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u To discuss ths publicity proble'?. with liaison and friendly elite contacts 
especially politicians and editors). Pointing out tha.t the Warren 



-iiu.c ?.s c :ioro sji i n vs bLir. s.u ion nu^aiJij.y uCsaiuic ■ "t iii t-n^r c c s 

:ritics are without serious foundation, and that further speculative discu 
inly plays into the hands of the opposition. Point out. also that parts of 
:or.spiracy talk appear to he deliberately generated by Communist propagar.a: 
Irge then to use their influence to discourage unfounded and irresponsible 



;pecul; 




i. To employ propaganda assets to answer and refute the attacks of the 
unities. Boos reviews and feature articles are particularly appropriate for 
mas purpose. The unclassified attachments to this guidance should provide 
lseful background material for passage to assets. Our play should point out, 

- s applicable, than the critics are (i) wedded to theories adopted before the 
evidence was in, (n) politically interested, (iii) financially interested, (iv) 
lasty ana inaccurate in their research, or (v) infatuated with their own theories, 
.n ths course of discussions of ths whole phenomenon of criticism, a useful 
strategy may be to single out Epstein's theory for attack, using the attached 
letcher Kaebel article and Spectator piece for background. (Although Mark 
.ane ' s book is much less convincing than Epstein's and comes off badly where 
:ontested by knowledgeable critics, it is also much more difficult to answer 
is a whole , as one becomes lost in a morass of unrelated details . ) 

v. In private or media discussion not directed at any particular writer, or 
:tacking publications which may be yet forthcoming, the following arguments 
_d be useful: 
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i. Mb significant new evidence has emerged which the Commission did not 
:onsider. The assassination is sometimes compared (e.g., by Joachim Joesten 
md Bertrand Russell) with the Dreyfus case; however, unlike that case, the 
attacks cn the Warren Commission have produced no new evidence, no new culprits 
lave been convincingly identified, and there is- no agreement among the critics. 

[A better parallel, though an imperfect one, might be with the Reichstag fire 
if 1933, which some competent historians (Fritz Tobias, A.J.P. Taylor, D.C. Watt) 
:ow believe was set by Van der Lubbe on his own initiative, without acting for 
either Nazis or Communists; the Nazis tried to pin the blame cn the Communists, 
lut the latter have been much more successful in convincing the world that the 
fazis were to blame.) 



d. Critics usually overvalue particular items and ignore others. They tend 
;o place more emphasis cn the recollections of individual eyewitnesses (which 
ire less reliable- and more divergent — and hence offer more hand-holds for 
criticism) and less on ballistic , autopsy, and photographic evidence. A close 
examination of the Commission's records will usually show that the . conflicting 
eyewitness accounts are quoted out of context, or were discarded by the Commis- 
sion for good and sufficient' reason. ' 

;. Conspiracy on the large scale often suggested would be impossible to con- 
leal in the United States, esp. since informants could expect to receive large 
royalties, etc. Note that Robert Kennedy, Attorney General at the time and 
John F. Kennedy's brother, would be the last man to overlook or conceal any 
icnspiracy. And as one reviewer pointed out. Congressman Gerald R. Ford wouldt 
lardly have held his tongue for the sake of the Democratic administration, anS*“ 
Senator Russell would have had every political interest in exposing any misdeeds 
m the part of Chief Justice Warren. A conspirator moreover would hardly choose 
i location for a shooting where so much depended cn conditions beyond his con- 
;rol: the route, the .speed of the cars, the moving target, the risk that the 

assassin would be discovered. A group of wealthy conspirators could have, 
arranged much more secure conditions. 

i. Critics have often been enticed by a form of intellectual pride: they 

Light on some theory and fall in love with it ; they also scoff at the Commis- 
sion because it did not always answer every question with a flat decision one 
--ay or the other. Actually, the make-up of the Commission and its staff was 
an excellent safeguard -against over-commitment to any one theory, or against - 
the illicit formation, of probabilities into -^gtainties , . 
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e. Oswald would, noo have Deen any sensible person's choice for a co- 
conspirator. He was a "loner," mixed-up, of questionable reliability 
and. an unknown quantity to any professional intelligence service. 

f. As to charges that the Concussion ' s report was a rush job, it emerged 
three months after the deadline originally set. But to the degree that 
the Commission tried to -speed up its reporting, this was largely due to 
the pressure of irresponsible speculation already appearing, in some cases 
coming from the same critics who, refusing to admit their errors, are now- 
putting out new criticisms. 



g. Such vague accusations as that "more than ten people have died cysteri 
ously" can always be explained in some more natural way: e.g., the indi- 

viduals concerned have for the most part died of natural causes ; the Com- 
mission staff questioned ^18 witnesses (the FBI interviewed far more 
people, conducting 25,000 interviews and reinterviews), and in such a 
large group, a certain number of deaths are to he expected. (When Penn 
Jones, one of the originators of the "ten mysterious deaths" line; ap- 
peared on television, it emerged that two of the deaths on his list were 
from heart attacks, one from cancer, one was from a head-on collision on 
a bridge, and one occurred when a driver drifted into a bridge abutment.) 



5. Where possible, counter speculation by encouraging reference to the 
omission's Report itself. Open-minded foreign readers should still be 
mpressed by the care, thoroughness, objectivity and speed with which the Com- 
ission worked. Reviewers of other books might be encouraged to add to their 
ccount the idea that, checking back with the Report itself, they found it far 
unerior to the work of its critics 
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